EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

This plan anayzes flooding problems and potentid solutions dong the Sx mgor riversthat flow
through King County: the Skykomish, Snoquamie, Cedar, Sammamish, Green, and White. In just
the short period since 1986, flooding aong these rivers has caused tens of millions of dollarsin
damages to public and private property, resulted in the deaths of severa people, damaged or
destroyed hundreds of homes, and killed scores of livestock. This recent cycle of flooding reached its
most severe point with the historic Thanksgiving 1990 Food, which exceeded dl previous flow
records on mogt of these rivers and caused more than $15 million in damage in King County.

To address these problems, this plan includes: 1) policies to guide floodplain land use and flood
control activitiesin King County; 2) program and project recommendations, including capital
improvement projects, maintenance, relocation and eevation of homes, and floodwarning
improvements and river planning activities; 3) implementation priorities for program and project
recommendations, and 4) an analyss of mgor financing aternatives and issues.

SCOPE OF THE PLAN

Although flooding occurs dong many different types of water bodies and drainage systemsin King
County, the scope of the plan is limited to the County's Sx mgor river systems and thelr tributary
areas in the eastern two-thirds of the County (see Figure 5 in Section 1).

King County addresses flooding problems dong these mgor rivers through a specific program and
funding source: the River Management Program, which is funded from a Countywide property tax
levy cdled the River Improvement Fund (RIF) levy. The RIF levy is part of the County's overdl
property tax assessment and is collected from both incorporated and unincorporated properties. The
River Management Program is administered by the County's Surface Water Management (SWM)
Divison.

In the western one-third of the County, characterized by small, urbanizing stream basins, drainage
problems are addressed through a separate program, the SWM Program. The SWM Program,
which is aso administered by the SWM Division, is funded by a service charge based on the amount
of impervious surface area (pavement, rooftops) on properties in unincorporated King County. The
program deals primarily with urban drainage issues and the impacts of development on small streams
in the western third of the County.

This plan addresses flooding problems in both incorporated and unincorporated areas dong the mgor
rivers, but only if they are related to flooding dong ariver or stream (as opposed to an urban drainage
problem). Although many of the specific recommendations in the plan are directed at King County,



they will be most effective if adopted on a basnwide basis, with the full cooperation of cities,
neighboring counties, and agencies. It istherefore intended that this plan provide solutions that other
jurisdictions can use and benefit from as wdl, and which can be implemented in close cooperation
with them.

GOALSOF THE PLAN

Godsfor the plan were developed at the beginning of the planning process through a scoping meeting
with federal, sate, and loca agencies, cities and other counties, and locd tribes; through a series of
"open house" workshops with citizens, and through interviews with County staff from the SWM and
Roads and Engineering Divisons. The large number of issues raised at these meetings were then
reviewed and broken into categories that became goas and objectives for the plan.

Three mgjor goals were identified for the plan. They are:

1. Thereduction of flood-related hazards and damages.

2. Thereduction of environmenta impacts of flood control.

3. Thereduction of the long-term costs of flood control and floodplain managemen.

The success of the plan, once implemented, should be measured by the degree to which these goas
have been met.

FLOODING DAMAGESAND IMPACTSIN KING COUNTY

King County has been hit extremely hard by floods recently, resulting in the federd government
declaring the County aflood disaster areafour timesin only five years-—-in January and November
1986, and January and November 1990. Egtimates of public sector and individua damages for these
floods totaed nearly $34 million.

Over $21.5 million of this amount is accounted for by damages to public property--e.g., roads,
bridges, and river facilities. In 1990, damages to flood control facilities (such as levees) accounted
for roughly half of al flood damagesto public property; damages to roads and bridges accounted for
about one-third of total public sector damages. Private property has aso been very heavily impacted
by recent floods, with estimated damages in excess of $12 million snce 1986. Over 1,200 homesin
King County were either damaged or destroyed during the five-year period from 1986 through 1990.

It isimportant to note that dl of these damage estimates are low. Firdt, they include only severe
floods which receive afederd disaster declaration. They do not include any figures for amdler,



"undeclared” floods. If damage from dl flood eventsin the County were routinely tabulated, total
damage in any given year would certainly be higher than these figures show.

Second, the figures are based on "preliminary assessments' conducted by the Federad Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). These assessments underestimate actual flood damages, sometimes
by alarge margin. Thisis because the purpose of the assessment, which is conducted immediately
after aflood, isto determine whether damages meet the minimum threshold for a Presidentid disaster
declaration. Once threshold levels have been met, the assessment either sops or moves very quickly,
so that many damages are never recorded.

In addition to causing extensive property damage, flooding on King County's mgor rivers—-which can
generate deep, fast-flowing water and debris over wide areas--is an obvious threet to life and limb.
Fortunatdly, despite the potentid for injury and death, there have been few flood-related fatditiesin
King County since the turn of the century. However, the 1990-1991 flood season was particularly
severe and tragic, claming the lives of four people (three on the Shoquamie River or itstributaries;
one on the Green Rive).

PAST AND CURRENT COUNTY EFFORTS TO REDUCE FLOOD HAZARDS

River Management Program

King County has spent millions of dollars trying to reduce future damages and protect public ssfety
adong itsmgor rivers. Mogt of these efforts have occurred through the County's River Management
Program (formerly the "River Improvement Program™), established in 1960 and currently administered
by the SWM Divison.

The program was established after mgjor flooding on the Green and Snoquamie Riversin 1959,
when King County voters gpproved two bond issues of $5 million each (in 1960 and 1964) to
improve flood control dong the County'srivers. These funds supported an aggressive and wide-
ranging flood control program throughout the 1960s and 1970s. During this period the program
focused primarily on three types of activities. construction of capital improvement projects (CIP),
maintenance of CIP and river channels, and flood warning and emergency response.

Since exhaudtion of the bond funds in the early 1980s, the only source of County funding for river
flood control has been the RIF levy. The RIF levy is part of the County's Generd Levy, which
cannot exceed certain limits set by state law. Thus, dl County services funded by the Generd Levy,
including police, jails, hedth services, and river management, compete with one another for a share of
this limited funding.

Because of this funding redtriction, the average annud budget for the River Management Program has
declined dramatically since exhaugtion of the bond funds. If the program's budgets from the 1960s
are converted to 1992 dollars, the current level of expenditure for the program (which averages $2



million ayear) represents only about one-fifth to one-sixth of the average budget in the 1960s. Thus,
activities undertaken by the program have been very limited compared to what they once were.

For example, funding limitations have not permitted the construction of new CIPs in recent years.
Maintenance has been regtricted to high-priority projects, namely those that protect public property
and those that the County is obligated to maintain through written agreement. Logjam remova and
dredging, consdered maintenance activities, have dso diminished under this redtriction. In addition,
al of these activities have been congrained by tougher environmental requirements that have been
adopted since the early 1970s.

Some planning activities have been funded under the program, but these have been largely in support
of efforts by other agencies and jurisdictions, especialy the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps).
These efforts have covered a patchwork of diffuse geographic areas and issues, including levee
improvements on the lower Green River, participation in a Corps flood hazard reduction study for the
City of Shoquamie, and a study of the potentia for improved flood control operations of the
Masonry Dam on the Cedar River.

In sum, the current program is limited to arepongve, "fire fighting” mode that responds to high-
priority damages but can do little to prevent those damages from recurring.

Devdopment Regulations and Land-Use Plans

King County has recently adopted a number of important development regulations and land-use plans
to try to prevent the creation of additiona flood problems. Recent land-use plans prepared by the
County have, for example: restricted floodplain development to rura dengties; supported the
preservation of wetlands, stream corridors, and the natura flood storage of the floodplain; and, in
some cases, downzoned or placed specid devel opment restrictions on large areas of the basin to
reduce the downstream impacts of development.

Mog sgnificant from a floodplain management perspective, however, is King County's Sensitive
Areas Ordinance (SAO), adopted in 1990. In addition to regulating the use and

protection of wetlands, stream buffers, and areas subject to natural hazards, the ordinance contains
the County's floodplain regulations. These regulaions are anong the most tringent in the United
States. Some of their most Sgnificant requirements include:

*  New deveopment in the floodplain cannot block the flow of floodwaters such that it would
cause water to back up and increase flood depths on upstream properties (the "zero-rise
floodway" requirement).

*  New development in the floodplain cannot reduce the floodplain's ability to store and dowly
release floodwaters, since this storage helps reduce impacts to downstream properties (the
"compensatory storage” requirement).



*  Thefirg floor of new or rebuilt development in the floodplain must be eevated one foot above
the 100-year flood; areas below the firgt floor must alow for the passage of floodwaters.

* Inareas where the "future conditions flow"--i.e., the streamflow expected after the basin has
been fully developed--has been calculated and gpproved through adoption of abasin plan, that
flow should be used to determine the boundaries of the regulated floodplain.

Another very sgnificant set of regulations adopted by King County in 1990 is contained in the
Surface Water Design Manual (King County 1990a). The manua describes requirements for the
detention and conveyance of sormwater runoff from developed stes, and is intended to minimize the
impact of development on natural and constructed drainage systems.

REMAINING ISSUES AND NEEDS

Through land-use plans and development regulations, King County has taken mgjor steps to prevent
the cregtion of new flood problems. In fact, the County is consdered anational leader in the use of

these types of policy and regulatory measures, which should significantly reduce the number of new,

at-risk structures in flood hazard aress.

Even when these measures have had the time to make an impact, it isimportant to emphasize that
they are only preventative solutions. They are directed at proposed new developments, and are
intended to minimize the creation of new flood and erosion problems. They will not, however, solve
flooding and erosion problems for structures that have aready been built in hazardous areas. From a
floodplain management perspective, the protection of these existing structures remains the primary
chdlenge now facing the County.

The County's current River Management Program is not sufficiently funded to serioudy address
exigting flooding problems. Furthermore, even if funding were available, the program lacks a
comprehensve, long-range plan for how to reduce flood hazards along the mgjor rivers. The last
such plan, King County's Comprehensive Plan for Flood Control (King County 1964), is badly
out of date both in terms of content and floodplain management philosophy. A new, comprehensve
plan for addressing this problem is needed, dong with the funding to implement it. Thisplanis
intended to address these needs.

MAJOR FEATURES OF THE PLAN

This Flood Hazard Reduction Plan (FHRP) attemptsto fill the need for along-range flood
protection plan for the mgor river syssems. Apart from the first two sections of the plan, which
provide introductory and background information, the plan congsts of the following magor sections:



Policies

The plan proposes a s&t of policies to direct floodplain and watershed management activities within
King County. The policies provide operating principles to guide the County's flood hazard reduction
efforts over the long term. They do not describe exactly what should be done in terms of projects
and programs, but instead give the genera rules by which those projects and programs should be
implemented.

The policies are divided into anumber of categories. They include some policies dready adopted by
King County, ether in previous plans or in the SAO, and some that are new. Both existing and new
policies were included in order to form a single document describing dl the County's floodplain
management policies.

Mogt of the policies dedling with floodplain land use are dready embodied in the SAO. The most
notable set of new paliciesis the one addressing how flood hazard reduction projects should be
selected, designed, built and maintained.  Significant issues addressed by this set of policies, titled
"Hood Hazard Reduction Project Policies” include the following:

*  What types of property should be digible for assstance from the River Management Program?
Arethere any circumstances, for example, when private property should be protected, or should
the program be limited to protecting public property (e.g., roads, bridges, parks)?

*  How should flood problem sites be prioritized? s athreat to apublic road or bridge more
important than the threet to severd homes? How should the County spend its limited resources?

e What criteria should be used to evauate dternative solutions? How should environmenta
protection, the benefits and costs of the project, and other issues be weighed in this evauation?

 What levd of protection should be provided by flood control projects built or maintained by
King County? That is, should these projects protect against the 100-year flood, or some lesser
(or greater) event?

Also sgnificant are the proposed "Interjurisdictional Congstency Policies" which describe how the
policies of this plan would be applied to incorporated aress.

Program and Project Recommendations

This section of the plan describes programs and projects needed to prevent new at-risk development,
and to reduce flood and erosion hazards to existing devel opment.

The program and project recommendations include eight mgor dements. These include both
improvements to current activities performed by the River Management Program and new activities:



e Sructural Capital Improvement Projects (levees, bank stabilization projects, and other
sructura flood control);

* Relocation and Elevation Projects (projects to relocate, purchase and demoalish, or elevate
endangered homes in floodplain aress);

* Maintenance and Monitoring (repair and maintenance of projects and channels, ongoing
monitoring of channels and the effectiveness of structura flood control);

* River Planning (studies, plans, and hazard mapping along the mgjor riversfor use in project
selection and design and land-use regulation);

*  Flood Hazard Education (educational materids and events to increase public avareness of
flood hazards, regulations, and programs);

*  Flood Warning and Emergency Response (issuing flood warnings, patrolling levees and other
flood control projects during the flood, providing sand and sandbags to private resdents, and
conducting emergency repairs);

*  Complaint Response and Enforcement (ongoing response to complaints, pursuit of
enforcement actions when necessary, response to clams and lawauits); and

* Interlocal Coordination (developing interloca agreements with other jurisdictions in the mgor
river basins to ensure consistency and cooperation, providing technical assstance to cities).

The wide range of projects and programs described in this section are intended to address known
flooding and erosion problems on the magor rivers. The cost of addressing dl these needs, however,
isenormous. total annua need (project or programs that would be conducted an annual basis) is
estimated a $3.4 million; tota one-time need is estimated at $324 million.

Funding does not exigt to implement al of the recommendations identified in this plan. Therefore, the
County Council will need to provide direction on the overdl priorities for implementation.

Table 1 givesthe totd one-time and annua costs of the different program eements. Table 2 shows
the tota identified need for capitd projects in each of the mgor river basins.



TABLE 1

TOTAL IDENTIFIED NEED FOR FLOOD HAZARD REDUCTION
PROGRAMSAND PROJECTS

Program/Project One-time Cost Annual Cost
Structural Capital Improvement Projects $265,000,000 $300,000
Relocation and Elevation Projects $53,500,000 $240,000
Maintenance and Monitoring $383,000 $2,400,000
River Planning $4,850,000 $0
Flood Hazard Education $106,000 $15,000
Flood Warning and Emergency Response $97,000 $62,000
Complaint Response and Enforcement $0 $216,000
Interlocal Coordination $64,000 $15,000
Administration $0 $150,000

Total $324,000,000 $3,400,000

TABLE 2

TOTAL IDENTIFIED NEED FOR CAPITAL PROJECTS, BY MAJOR BASIN

Structural CIP Relocation Total

River Basin Cost Elevation Cost Cost
(millions) (millions) (millions)
Skykomish $9.3 $10.3 $20
Lower Snoqualmie $30.3 $5.1 $35
Upper Snoqualmie $23.8 $16.0 $40
Sammamish $14.5 $0.0 $15
Cedar $46.5 $21.3 $68
Lower Green $113.0 $0.2 $113
Upper Green $18.4 $0.0 $18
White $9.3 $0.7 $10
Total $265 $53.5 $318

- totals may differ slightly due to rounding

Devedopment of these recommendations included an intengve survey of problem sites following the
November 1990 floods. Engineering staff from the SWM Division spent severd monthsin the field in
1990-1991 collecting data and eva uating damages from the floods. This evauation resulted in
detailed problem andyses and project recommendations for over 123 flood-damaged sitesin King
County. These andyses, which are the basis for the structural CIP and relocation and eevation
project recommendations in the plan, are found in Appendix B: Problem Stes and Project
Recommendations (King County 1993), which has been published as a separate document.



The proposed program and project recommendations include a number of mgor new initiatives. The
most important of these, both in terms of cost and policy significance, are summarized below.

Relocation and Elevation Projects

Most notable among the new activities proposed in Section 4 isthe relocation or eevation of
homes in flood hazard areas. Thisisamgor new initiative that has never before been funded by
the County. Relocation and elevation are usualy cogt-effective and permanent solutionsto
flooding, especidly in low-density areas. They have none of the ongoing repair costs associated
with structura CIPs, can increase flood storage and conveyance capacity, and, in the case of
relocation, create public open space areas along the mgjor rivers.

New Standards for Capital |mprovement Projects

Another mgor new initiative in the work program is the use of new standards for the design,
construction and maintenance of capita projects. These new standards would protect or
enhance fish and wildlife habitat, reduce maintenance codts per project, and minimize impacts to
flood storage and conveyance.

For example, dmogt al new bank stabilization projects (i.e., projects built to reduce eroson of
the streambank) would incorporate a technology known as soil biostabilization rather than a
traditional design of bare, broken rock (called riprap) covering the bank. Biostabilization
projects conss of layers of specialy developed naturd and synthetic materidss, soils and
vegetation (an example of thistype of project is shown in Figure 4 in the Foreword). Together,
these layers create a complex grid of different materids in the bank which are very resstant to
eroson. The vegetation in the project establishes roots which further stabilize the bank, while at
the same time improving habitat for fish and wildlife.

Proposed levees (i.e., berms of earth built parale to the river to contain flood flows) would aso
be designed differently than in the past. Traditiondly, levees have been built right next to the
channd, and kept bare of dmogt dl vegetation. However, forcing flood flows through a narrow,
leveed corridor can cause floodwaters to back up and increase flood depths upstream, cregting
aneed for even more levees. Traditiond levees can dso reduce flood storage (i.e., the ability of
the floodplain to hold and dowly release floodwaters), thus increasing stream velocities and
erosion downstream. Placing levees right on the banks of the river aso increases maintenance
costs, because the depth of water (and amount of erosion) on the face of the levee is greater than
it would be if the levee were further awvay from the channdl. Findly, the current maintenance
practice of removing most vegetation from the faces of levees diminishes fish and wildlife habitat.



In contrast, new levees would be set back, away from the river channdl, with a vegetated
"bench" dong the river (see Figure 17 in Section 4). Excavation dong the riverward sSde of the
levee would minimize any upstream or downstream flooding impacts. The base of the project
would be supported by heavy rock, set into the bed of the channd (arock toe key.) Thisdesign
provides awide flood storage and conveyance area, habitat for fish and wildlife, and minimizes
undercutting and erosion of the levee.

These standards would apply not only to new projects being proposed, but to existing projects
aswdl. Maintenance standards, for example, would be changed to encourage vegetation on the
faces of levees and bank stabilization projects.

Thework plan aso recommends mgor improvements (retrofits) to existing facilities. Retrofits
are intended to reduce County maintenance cogts, improve public safety, reduce flood damages
and/or improve habitat. Roughly haf of the structurd CIPs proposed in the plan are retrofits to
exiding facilities. Thisisamgor departure from current County maintenance standards, which
usudly result in projects being returned to their origind design.

It isimportant to note that the fact that CIP are proposed at al represents amgjor expansion of
the County's current flood control efforts. This plan identifiesatota of $318 million in capita
needs dong the mgjor rivers. Thistota includes gpproximatdy $53.5 million in home relocation
and elevation projects. Of the $318 miillion total, $72.3 million is associated with projects
classfied as "high" priority. Since no new flood control CIP have been built dong the County's
mgor rivers since the 1970s, this would represent a huge expansion of past and current efforts.

Improved Coordination with Cities and Other Counties

Thework plan dso emphasizes improved coordination with cities in King County, and with
Ferce and Snohomish Counties. Becauise what one jurisdiction does in the floodplain can
increase backwater flooding or erosion in another jurisdiction, cities and counties clearly have an
interest in each other's floodplain management.

Two recent pieces of Sate legidation, the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) and the
"Hood Bill" (RCW 86.12) strengthen requirements for interlocal consistency and coordination.
To implement these requirements and improve regiond floodplain management, the work plan
recommends a King County-staffed technical assistance program to help cities develop smilar
flood hazard policies, regulations, and programs.

Implementation Priorities

The total need for programs and projects described in this plan far exceeds existing funding
resources. Therefore, the County Council will need to provide direction regarding the overal
priorities for implementation. For example, the County Council may choose to consider focusing
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limited resources on specific bagns, or targeting high priority needs within each basin across the
County.

In order to aid in County Council consideration of these issues, this plan includes a section describing
the flood and erosion problems unique to each of King county's Sx mgor river basins, aswell as
priorities for problem prevention and new capital projects. These problem prevention priorities are
based on an gpplication of the goals of this plan to the characteristics and critical needs in each bagin.
The project priorities are based on the "Flood Hazard Reduction Project” policies recommended in
this plan.

Hnancing

The proposed work plan is designed to address dl significant flooding problems aong the mgor
rivers. However, the cost of implementing al of these recommendations far exceeds existing County
funding sources. Even if only the highest priority program and project recommendations were to be
implemented, new funding sources will have to be devel oped.

Currently, the main financid support for King County's River Management Program isthe RIF levy, a
property tax levy charged to al property ownersin the County. In 1992, the RIF levy generated
approximately $1.5 million for flood control activities. When combined with the state and federa
grants aswell as Green River Flood Control Zone Didtrict revenues, the funding for 1992 totaled
approximately $2.8 million.

Federa funds are also sometimes available after mgjor flood disasters. 1n 1991, for example, King
County received over $900,000 to repair levees and other flood control facilities damaged in the
November 1990 floods. However, these federd funds cannot be relied upon as aregular source of
funding for the River Management Program. Firgt, they are redtricted primarily to the repair of
exiging flood control facilities. Other types of activities-such as congruction of new structura CIPs
or relocation and elevation of homes--are not generdly digible for assstance. Second, these funds
are available only after a Presdentialy declared flood disaster. Therefore, they are not available on a
regular, ongoing basis.

Given the magnitude of the need for river management programs and projects, and the fact that
disagter assstance funds do not provide an ongoing source of funding, any sgnificant implementation
of the recommendations in this plan would require the establishment of new funding mechanisms.

This plan includes descriptions of the financing mechanisms which have the grestest potentia for
funding the recommendations of this plan. Becauseit islikely that the ultimate approach for financing
will rely on amixture of mechanisms, the plan dso describes which dements would be most
appropriately funded by each funding mechanism. For example, many of the relocation
recommendations in this plan would create public open space and river access. A countywide open
space bond issue may be appropriate to fund some of the relocation and acquisition
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recommendations aong rivers where park and open space objectives can a so be accomplished.

Before the establishment of new mechanisms can occur, there are severa issues that need to be
addressed by the County Council. For example, the bulk of River Management activities have
hitoricaly been funded by residents from throughout King County, regardless of whether they
received direct benefits from these services. Prior to any mgor expansion of River Management
effortsin King County, ajudtifiable rationae needs to developed for alocating the cogts of River
Management efforts to County property owners.

The Draft FHRP (King County 19914) posed the following question: should the costs of river
management and flood hazard reduction efforts be funded by al County residents, or by residents of
the basins which receive direct benefits from this services? On the basis of responses received a
public meeting, this plan describes potentid criteria for determining who should pay for river
management services.

The other mgor financing issue addressed by this plan isthat of integrating the River Management
Program with the SWM Program (which addresses urban scormwater problemsin the western third
of the County). The River Management Program and the SWM Program overlap in the western
third of the County where the Cedar, White, Sammamish, and Green Rivers pass through the SWM
Service area (see Figure 5 in Section 1). The adminigtration and funding of these two programs has
higtoricaly been separate, however, leading to confusion among residents of areas where the
overlap occurs. Many benefits could be gained from better integrating the two programs, including
more cohesve and efficient surface water management services.

CONCLUSION

King County's mgor river sysems are some of the most magnificent natural resourcesin the
County. They provide recregtiond opportunities as well as habitat for fish and wildlife. Many
communitiesin King County had their origins dong the mgor river sysems. At the same time, the
magor rivers can be hazardous for resdents who live and work in the rivers floodplains.

With the adoption of the King County Sensitive Areas Ordinance (SAO) in November 1990,
King County enacted some of the most progressive river and floodplain management regulationsin
the Country. Rigorous gpplication of flood hazard regulations will help to prevent new devel opment
in aress at-risk to flood and erosion hazards.

The palicies contained in this plan, if adopted by the County Council, would compliment the SAQO,

aswdl as provide long-term direction for river management efforts in King County. Even in draft
form, this plan has brought severa benefits to County residents:
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»  Thisplanning effort, dong with gricter flood hazard regulations and awel|l established flood
warning and emergency response program have enabled King County to be one of the few
communities nationdly to qudify its resdents for reduced flood insurance rates.

»  King County was one of only a handful of jurisdictions to receive scarce federd funding for
acquisition and relocation of severdly damaged homes after the November 1990 flood disagter.
The award of funding was due in large part recommendations in the Draft FHRP for relocation
of homes.

e Morerecently, King County received preliminary agpprova of $2.1 million in Federd and state
grant funds for four mgor flood hazard reduction projects. The grant applications were
developed usng information compiled for this plan.

County Council adoption of the paliciesin this plan would increase the potentid for these benefits
continuing in the future. More importantly, it would establish aframework for al future flood hazard
reduction effortsin King County. Because of recent changes in date legidation, adoption of these
policies by the County Council would establish a consstent standard for flood hazard reduction
throughout the County, in both incorporated and unincorporated aress.

While the benefits of timely adoption of the policies cannot be overemphasized, without additiond
funding, King County will continue to lose ground in preventing damages to existing development in
King County. Current funding levels do not provide sufficient revenue to support the design and
congruction of new capitd projects. Of even greater concern is the county's inability to keep up
with regular maintenance of exigting river facilities such aslevees and revetments. Nor can the
county implement modifications to these facilities that would make them less susceptible to damage.

It is the recommendation of this plan that the scope of River Management activities should be
expanded beyond current levels in accordance with the recommendations and priorities described in
this plan. However, the timing of this expansion needs to follow Council consderation of the
following issues:

1. Which basins and/or recommendations are considered to be the highest priorities for funding
and implementation?

2. If the scope of the River Management Program is expanded, how should the costs of
implementation be shared by County residents?

3. Towhat extent should the King County River Management Program and SWM Programs be
integrated?

This plan addresses each of the above issuesin detall.
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